REMARKS 



Claims 1,2, 4, 6, 9-13, 16, \ 7, 21. 29 and 75 are pending m the present 
n gn e ^ e \;cs .;e.e : . oi a K ! a ,M % Hm \ v <oi urn, A - v - tv , ! n 
wmjui tppikaiion. Applicant un m ided < - - 
cancelled claim 1 0 herein. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration of the claims 
in dew <■>! tlx i \ s i S , lowing rcn ss 

!< e N 1 ^ n 2 ■ ane s i. i s v v 

k So, »UM »0* . ,vuin view of Usuda et ai. (U.S. Patent No. 

5,658,682). Applicant notes the claim J was' pre tous cc \ould not have 

Ixvn i-Jentii v \ h\ \ s. ; s } niuer in the above rejection. 

. . < t » M a > i 1 whii i v.! , sr part; 

ukm!atm s *,»\ >m div uii a N ' >\' , hrneta 

circuit based on at least a minimum state-of-charge limit associated with said battery, said, 
p u\v ! v He i um ma \ ud > < in >s <k m » 

1 battery does not < 1 
voltage limit and a future state-of charge of said battery does not fall below said 

v \ , "5 it nm a; ^ t to i ' M ^ ^ 1 ciauo 

Referring o N ! « Seung the re ferenee is directed to a ikii'i > < , n s 
sc r\ine»n discharge ciirreni of a battery, Uv-'\iv. ii\-oe >>^s-i h.^c- > > , 1 

\ «. , a battc* - } twvx < «'L s m m i t 

-nee m ebeg^ ^ 

s|raUas j recited neUtin ' N <. i ^ v i> ^ 1 ang~ eanent ba«ed 

<. i umniun disdut^e \okage ana , - v 
s ^ v pi | u j p i e 

t\ '< <> a v. v. > <. d u elo s. . > us g _>ii4_ .! oi v 1 a a , 

\ \ e v ^ t <, v n ° < i ii i v i agv ii ' ( > * i 

x v \ _ , ^ n >n ! a j. ^.h <. ( . 1 !i >i > 

^ ^ V ' ' ^ - ipp ^ 'n i h !s ik i , ui 
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s! ' >_ f a " l > s - i m, \- mi_ kv. a <. , f - a s Farther. 

Usuda et al. does not. teach the foregoing limitations of claims I and 75. 

, v ! ,VN O M O u w ,l> kOU! 0< V ' f a! V w . N 

battery o i « t e x c i ! * bat t iiizmg tk < ?n d 

! t . I oo Accordin c Seu»| does not 

! i , > a , ' 1 \ ^ ! 

\ohage o ^ k ; ;vr, ^ } fall x. <-\ She minimum wmaee i i a lunne srute-oI~ 
vdmiec ^ s m^ the minimum uw ' \>j\\ 

n . % > ee N > claims 1 and 75. Further, Usuda et ai. does not teach the 

foregoing hmnadmm 

. Mid i of ai do not teac t ..k i . k ! c < 
independent claims 1 and 75, and claims 2, 6 and 29 which depend from claim "L 
1 < "s are allowable, m • ^ , m, 

\ u ><mn 1 0 would be allowable if rewritten in 

depended c a j II of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 

> mm \ m « set n 0 o mended elare * , I diat claim «•) is an independent claim having 
. - ^ 1 ^ -m- ^ . e " \ * ''.Lid 10. Accordin c a ^ > !p 

* ) ^ v applicant submits that claims 12 and 13 which 
oon lor allowance 

Claims 4, 1 1 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) based on Jae-Seimg in 
view of Usuda et al. and further in view of Plett (U.S. 6,534,954), 

Neither Jae-Seung. nor Usuda et aL nor Plett provides any teaching of: 
, \ ' m uc rent of said battery ....based on at least a minimum 

ssocia mattery '\ as recited in independen clain \ and 

} W \ ' i I i LltKl scithu Uc Si. iv ^ mt v f 

? s itti.ijM tuvmo 1 vd m * 

t na v ! o u o s I tm ,., \ dot > mm , v . •- sd n m nun 

<• oa<5ge ;m rm. „..->< -v t e c t ot sate battery does not fail below said 
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5 mun - char| i ssoeiuted with salt >at en ' as recite* ! ^ 
depends 1 s. - 



Because Jae-Seung, Usuda et ah, and Plett, do not suggest or teach each and every 
" > e v v n - *hat claim 4 is allowable over these references. 

! , ivraent claims 11 t ! ^ q\ 

that claims i 1 arid 1.6 a * dt f < 1 allowance 

Claim 27 was rejected under 35 LLS.C. 1.03(a) based on Jae-Seung in view of 
' M'da M\ j\ i<ui nm tcs in view of Plett. and still further in view of Kawakarnr 
Applicant \\ nk claim 3" si ut oi^h c iiul J n v. •> J >s\ Ka\. ho < 
den oo- h v ! vumuc n the ahose rejection. 

n > en b and tenia* ka 

\ . - ' i amshe< iccls that consultation with applicant's attorney 

v ement of the prosecution, the Exarain th invi ted ic > cal I 
fO an ' iterview. 

k meat 01 otherwise, 

^ i ^ ' >^ ShOO ik'p-'Mi \ .v\,-S> No '!< 1 13u. 

Respectfully submitted, 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
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